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Q.A.R.
Current research on schema theory, text
structure, and metacognition finds that
expert readers appropriately integrate their
background knowledge with what the text
suggests, as they seek, identify, and combine
information from various places within text to
construct meaning - and that they're aware of
how they do this. The research implies that
strategies which heighten awareness of these
processes are an integral part of
comprehension instruction. (Johnson and
Pearson 1978, Pearson, Hansen, and Gordon
1979, Palinscar and Brown 1984, Anderson,
1984, etc.)
Q.A.R. is a framework that mirrors the
process by which a reader uses prior
knowledge and text information to
comprehend by describing relationships
between comprehension-guiding questions
and their answers, thus Q.A.R. - QuestionAnswer Relationships.
This framework comes from the work of
Dr. Taffy E. Raphael, Michigan State
University.
It illustrates that meaning is constructed
utilizing text-based (In The Book) information,
and reader-based (In My Head) information.
When comprehension-guiding questions
are asked, at times the answer comes straight
from the text as a literal detail that can be
found Right There - usually within one
sentence, or two that are clearly related.
A similar type of question demands that
the reader seek, identify, and combine
related information found in several sentences
in various places within the text, causing the
reader to Think and Search.
Readers who are aware of story structure
and common expository text patterns:

explanation, compare/contrast, cause/effect,
list/example, and the cues that signal the
patterns, are able to comprehend as they put
information together appropriately.
Question-Answer Relationships that
characterize how readers activate their prior
knowledge, make inferences, and connect
the new to the known, move into the In My
Head category.
Constructing meaning from prior
knowledge and written language typify a
cozy Author and You Q.A.R.
What you as a reader do On Your Own
to activate your prior knowledge before
reading, and to assimilate the new to the
known, is reflected in questions that cause the
reader to brainstorm and link related
schema. One need not have read the text to
successfully answer these kinds of questions.

How to use:
Teach the students the Q.A.R. structures,
as appropriate, beginning with the two large
categories.
At first the teacher models this process:
-reads a question
-considers and states the answer
-states the Q.A.R.
-gives explanation for the choice
all the while, thinking aloud--maneuvering
through the question--answering process:
"Let's see, I don't think I have enough
information in my head about that. I'll
go to the text to see what the author
says ... "
Then the teacher gradually shifts the
responsibility for the "steps" to the students. It
may look like this "model."
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Stages of responsibility in question-answer relationship task
(Raphael, 1982, 1984)
Subtasks
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T=Teacher

does subtask,

My Head.
Instruction in the Think and Search
structure can be supported with instruction in
expository text patterns and in story structure.
To support and extend instruction in the
In My Head categories, teachers are
referred to these strategies:
Hansen, Jane

Inference Training

K-W-L

Langer, J.A.

PReP

T

S=Student does subtask.

For the teacher:
• guide for selecting/creating questions
for each phase of comprehension
instruction.
• a diagnostic tool for analyzing students'
answers to questions and their
metacognitive self-questioning
development.
• as a bottom line--a framework for
thinking about the reading process.

Ultimately the students have ownership of
all "steps," initiating and processing to
monitor their comprehension.
Teachers of very young children may
choose to pay a good _deal of attention to just
the two big categories: In the Book and In

Ogle, Donna

Justify
Classification

For the reader:
• better understanding of the role and use
of background knowledge in comprehension.
• assistance in knowing when to use what
in terms of "head" or "text" information.
• a guide for better question answering
and self-questioning.

Additionally, Dale Johnson stated in a
presentation to the Great Lakes Regional
Reading Conference, Indianapolis, October
1987:
" Teachers may also consider comparing
the Raphael framework with the earlier
Pearson-Johnson taxonomy. (PearsonJohnson 1978)"

Q.A.R. 'scan be employed before, during
and after reading--to Narrative and
Expository Text.
Students can explore this framework
while actively participating in cooperative
learning situations.
How do you know that it worked?
Student indicators can be found:
• in the quality of verbal and written
answers to questions;

The Question-Answer Relationships
framework can be useful to the teacher and
the reader.
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• in the kinds of questions generated by
students for self-questioning;
• in the ability to explain how answers
were constructed--" No more ha Ifanswers?"

Raphael, Taffy E. " Teaching Question -Answer
Relationships, Revisited. " The Reading Teacher vol . 39
ffebruary 1986). pp . 516-22.
Rumelhart, D. " Notes on a Schema for Stories." In D.
Bobrow and A. Collins (Eds.), Representations and
Understandings: Studies in Cognitive Science. New
York: Academic Press, 1975.

Indicators of teacher growth can be found:
• in the quality of questions they create or
select for use in comprehension
instruction;
• in the explicitness of their explanations
to students about the use of text
information and background information
to construct meaning.
"No more READ IT AGAIN!"

Strickland, Dorothy, and Feeley, Joan, " Using Childr'e n 's
Concept of Story to Improve Reading and Writing, " In
T.L. Harris and E.J. Cooper (Eds.}, Reading, Thinking
and Concept Development. New York: College Board,
1985.

Please note that one way of assessing the use
of Q.A.R. is NOT that students and teachers
will be able to correctly label every question
with its one and only correct Q.A.R.! No one
needs that extra layer!
Q.A.R. is a framework for thinking about
comprehension as it occurs, with or without
questions!!
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